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wars. Thus there was a time when he felt it necessary to
say: "I would not hesitate to advise those who would bear
arms to do so and fight for the country."    Not that he
visualized a Swaraj won by violence. "Under Swaraj of
my dream there is no necessity for arms at all," he said,
but added: "But I do not expect that dream to materialize
in its fulness as a result of the present effort,"—he meant
the Khilafat Struggle of 1921—"because I do not consider
myself advanced enough to be able to prescribe a detailed
course of conduct to the nation for such preparation."
Again and again he used to say in those days: "I have
not yet the attainments for preaching universal non-violence
with effect." In one sentence he summed up the reason
why even as a votary of non-violence he did not preach
non-participation in 1914-18: "I had no status to resist
participation"—by status meaning the status that service
of the country and active practice of the principle for 29
years have given him now. By sufficient service he hoped
then to attain some day ccthe power and confidence to
resist the Empire's wars and its war-like preparations."
There was a time when he thought in terms of his duty
as a unit, however humble, of the Empire, and said that
so. long as he enjoyed the peace and security that "Pax
Britannica" gave, it was his duty to serve the Empire.
Today he continues to enjoy that "peace and security",
but the peace is the peace of the grave and the security
is the security of abject slaves. His soul, therefore, rebels
against the Empire which now to him is a synonym for
iniquity, and he has vowed incessant opposition to that
Empire and its war. Even twenty years ago, he knew that
India's impotence affects and corrupts the whole of man-
kind, but he realizes now as never before the implications
• of that knowledge. These are no contradictions. There is
no more contradiction between them than there is between

